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Summary 

Determination of Effects 
This Biological Assessment (BA) analyzes the effects of implementing Piquett Project (Project) 
on the Bitterroot National Forest (BNF).  Implementation of the proposed federal action may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the threatened Grizzly bear. 
 
Recommendations for Removing, Avoiding, or Compensating Adverse Effects  
Design Features (Appendix A) applicable to grizzly bears were developed and included in the 
Design Features section of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Categorical Exclusion 
(CE) for this project to avoid or reduce undesirable outcomes associated with project elements.   
Measures specifically derived for Federally listed species are detailed in the body of this 
document. 
 
Consultation Requirements  
In accordance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and its implementation regulations and 
with Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2671.4, prior to the final decision on the proposed federal 
action the BNF is required to request written concurrence from the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) with respect to determinations of potential effects to the threatened 
grizzly bear. 
 
No critical habitat has been designated for grizzly bear, however, through this proposed action, 
limited suitable grizzly bear habitat may be affected, and thus will be analyzed in this 
assessment.  This BA has been prepared in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (as amended), 50 CFR 402.12, CFR 219.9 of the NFMA regulations, and 
Chapter 2670 of the Forest Service Manual.  ESA requires all Federal agencies to ensure that 
actions authorized, funded, or carried out by those agencies are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any threatened, endangered, or proposed species, or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat. 
 
Need for Re-Assessment Based on Changed Conditions 
This BAôs findings are based on the best current data and scientific information available. A 
revised BA must be prepared if: (1) new information reveals effects, which may impact 
threatened, endangered, and proposed species or their habitats in a manner or to an extent not 
considered in this assessment; (2) the proposed action is subsequently modified in a manner 
that causes an effect, which was not considered in this assessment; or (3) a new species is 
listed or habitat identified, which may be affected by the action.
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 Proposed Project 

 Background and Action Area 

The Piquett project area is approximately 5,799 acres, located within the Piquett Creek (4,221 
acres) and West Fork Bitterroot River-Lloyd Creek (1,567 acres) watersheds, however, the 
Categorical Exclusion Category under Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) Section 
605(b)(1)(A) limit the project size to 3000 acres.  The designated project area is larger to allow 
for flexibility in vegetation management activities.  The Action Area (Appendix B, Map B-1) is 
defined as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the 
immediate area involved in the action [50 CFR 402.02].   
 
The Project is located about five miles southwest of Conner, MT in Ravalli County within the 
Piquett Creek and West Fork Bitterroot River-Lloyd Creek watersheds.  The legal location of 
lands in the project area is in the following townships and ranges on the BNF: T1N, R21W 
Sections 1-3, 9-12 & 15. 

 Description of Proposed Project 

Anticipated activities could include intermediate and regeneration harvests utilizing both ground-
based and skyline yarding, landing piling and burning, temporary road construction, understory 
thinning, hand piling, pile burning, fireline and understory burning (aerial and hand ignition).   

 Vegetation Management Activities 

Timber harvest would consist of a mix of tractor and skyline yarding systems.  Harvest activities 
could occur in the spring, summer, or autumn, but not in winter.  A maximum of 500 log truck 
loads equates to about 5,000 CCF or 2.5 million board feet of wood.  The dominant vegetation 
type in the project area is dry ponderosa pine and Douglas fir.   
 
The cutting prescription would primarily be thinning using an improvement harvest.  
Improvement harvest thins the smaller trees from the understory (primarily Douglas fir) and then 
trees in the overstory until the desired density (as measured by basal area) is reached.  The 
objective of this treatment is to retain the largest diameter ponderosa pine and Douglas fir trees 
and promote fire-resilient stands by reducing the number of stems without creating enough 
space to regenerate the stand.  Opening the forest canopy increases space between tree 
crowns and the distance between the forest floor and the bottom of the canopy (canopy base 
height).  This treatment reduces the density of the forest canopy and the ability of the forest to 
support a crown fire.  See Appendix C for more detail about proposed vegetation management 
activities. 

 Prescribed Burning Activities 

Prescribed burning and manual thinning, piling, and pile burning of sub-merchantable ladder 
fuel trees could occur anywhere in the project area. 

 Timing and Duration 

The current implementation schedule for the Piquett Project is to start project activities in FY 
2020 with a 5-year completion timeline. 

 Consultation History 

The BNF re-initiated consultation with the Service on May 7, 2019 (USDA Forest Service 2019) 
regarding the BNF Forest Plan due to the determination that grizzly bears ñmay be presentò on 
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the portion of the BNF that is east of highway 93 (not in this project area), and the fact that 
grizzly bear was not addressed in the original 1987 Forest Plan.  The Service issued a 
Biological Opinion (BO) in response on July 1, 2019 (USDI FWS 2019).   
 
On September 18, 2019, the USFWS made the determination that grizzly bears ñmay be 
presentò on the entire Bitterroot National Forest (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2019), which 
was the impetus for this BA. 
 
The south zone wildlife biologist on the BNF met with personnel from the Service on July 30, 
2019 to discuss the project and design features.  A site visit was conducted on the same day to 
familiarize the Service with the project area and proposed action.  Multiple phone conversations 
regarding this consultation occurred during October and November of 2019. 
 

 Species Assessment ï Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 

 Current Status on the Bitterroot National Forest 
The current status of grizzly bear on the BNF and life history of grizzly bear have been 
documented in previous publications and biological assessments and is briefly discussed here. 
See the Lake Como Recreation Area Mountain Bike Trail Construction BA (USDA 2020), 
McCart Lookout Final BA (USDA 2019), Dood et al. (2006), and Montana Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks (2013) for recent summaries.   
 
USFWS added grizzly bear to the list of threatened, endangered and candidate species that 
may be present on the BNF west of Hwy. 93 in alpine/subalpine coniferous forest on September 
18, 2019. The project area is outside of the Bitterroot Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone (USDI Fish 
and Wildlife Service 1993) but inside the Bitterroot Grizzly Bear Experimental Population Area 
(USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Grizzly bears have not occupied the Bitterroot Mountains 
on the BNF for over 60 years. Two transient grizzly bears have been confirmed in the Bitterroot 
Mountains on the BNF in recent years. A verified grizzly bear traveled through the foothills of the 
Bitterroots as far south as Florence in May 2014 before turning around and heading back north. 
Augmentation grizzly #927 spent several months exploring the Bitterroot Divide (mostly on the 
Idaho side) as far south as Hamilton in late summer/early fall 2019 before returning to his 
starting point in the Cabinet Mountains to den. No other confirmed grizzly bear detections have 
occurred in the BNF portion of the Bitterroot Mountains in recent decades. 
 

 Environmental Baseline 

 Spatial and Temporal Bounds 

Within recovery zones, Bear Management Units (BMUs) were identified as analysis areas that 
approximate a lifetime size of a female bearôs home range. They were further divided into 
subunits. Each subunit is an analysis area that approximates the annual home range size of an 
adult female grizzly bear. Subunit size can vary but are approximately 100 miles2 (259 km2) and 
provide the optimal scale for evaluation of seasonal feeding opportunities and landscape 
patterns of food availability for grizzly bears (Weaver et al. 1986, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
2011). For this reason, the subunit level scale is an appropriate one to analyze direct, indirect 
and cumulative effects to grizzly bears from project activities. As the proposed project is not 
within a recovery zone, there are no BMUs or subunits identified. 
 
Since no BMUs or subunits are identified in the Bitterroot Mountains, and no grizzly bears are 
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known to occupy the area, a hypothetical female home range of the size suggested by multiple 
studies  (Weaver et al. 1986, LeFranc et al. 1987, Blanchard and Knight 1991)  was selected for 
analysis and is identified as the grizzly bear action area for this BA (Appendix A, Map B-1). This 
hypothetical home range is defined as the lower West Fork Bitterroot River drainage (144.8 
miles2, 375 km2) and is similar in size to the analysis areas contained in the BA for the Forest 
Plan grizzly bear consultation (USDA Forest Service 2019) and the resulting BO (USDI FWS 
2019). This larger area includes the suite of seasonal habitats required to support grizzly bear 
reproduction. It includes abundant higher elevation, steeper terrain that could provide denning 
habitat, xeric forests and grasslands at lower elevations, and more mesic, productive forest 
types and abundant wet meadows along the lower West Fork Bitterroot River that are more 
likely to provide spring and fall food resources. The action area also provides adequate secure 
areas in portions of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area (24,432 acres) and the Selway-
Bitterroot (5,989 acres) and Allan Mountain (11,164 acres) Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). 
The Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness extends for another 33 miles to the west and 17 miles to the 
north of the action area. In addition, the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area lies immediately 
north of the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Area that extends another 30 miles to 
the south.  Even though a portion of these areas are outside the action area, they provide 
additional contiguous secure areas for grizzly bears in the action area to disperse into. 
 
The action area that was analyzed for effects to grizzly bears contains approximately 144.8 
miles2 (92,679 acres). This is assumed to be large enough for roughly one female grizzly bear 
home range as the average size of a female grizzly bearôs home range in the NCDE is 
approximately 242 km2 (58,800 acres). This larger action area reflects the hypothesis that 
grizzly home ranges are likely to increase in size south of the NCDE because potential grizzly 
habitat tends to become drier and less productive (Mace and Roberts 2012). The action area is 
large enough to evaluate the ability of the habitat to support grizzly bears, but small enough to 
not obscure the effects of the proposed action. All the proposed project actions are contained 
within this area.  
 
The action area includes all land ownerships including private lands. Only National Forest 
System lands are included in the analysis of direct and indirect effects, whereas all land 
ownerships within the action area are included in the analysis of cumulative effects.  
 
The temporal bounds for the effects analysis is one year in which the project will be 
implemented and all activities, including rehabilitation, will be completed. Longer-term effects to 
species habitat lasting beyond two years and up to fifty years are discussed in the context of 
vegetation succession and the effect on habitat changes but not in terms of potential 
disturbance.  

 Grizzly Bear Specific Direction  

Bitterroot Forest Plan Grizzly Bear Direction  
The BNF Forest Plan does not contain specific direction pertaining to grizzly bears or grizzly 
bear habitat because grizzly bears were not known to occur on or near the BNF when the 
Forest Plan was signed (USDA Forest Service 1987).  
 
While open motorized route density (OMRD) is managed under each National Forestôs Plan for 
Forests within the NCDE, the BNF is outside of the area covered by the Conservation Strategy 
for the NCDE, and thus did not have any Forest Plan amendments and standards relative to 
grizzly bears. The BNF does however manage for specific open road densities on a third order 
drainage scale to provide elk habitat effectiveness (EHE) (USDA Forest Service 1987). The 
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EHE standard results in areas of secure habitat for a range of species including grizzly bears.  
 
The Grizzly Bear Management Plan for Western Montana (Dood et al. 2006) contains specific 
recommendations for public lands. The reports states: ñOf particular importance on public lands 
is food storage to minimize conflicts with wildlife, maintain visual cover along riparian areas for 
travel and to not increase road densities on the landscapeò. These recommendations are 
incorporated into the project as food storage is required for contractors as a design feature in 
the CE, and open road densities on the landscape are not increased because the Project does 
not include any permanent road construction. 

 Existing Condition in the Action Area 

Denning Habitat 
Grizzly bear dens in western Montana typically occur at elevations between 5,900-6,600 feet 
and at slopes greater than fifty percent in open and open-timbered areas on western, northern 
or eastern aspects (Dood et al. 2006). There are approximately 194 acres (0.2%) of modeled 
denning habitat (based on these parameters) on NFS lands within the action area.  Most of this 
modeled denning habitat is within the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area and the Selway-
Bitterroot IRA, and none lies within the project area (Appendix B, Map B-2). There have been no 
grizzly bear dens identified in the action area. 
 
Open Motorized Route Density (OMRD) 
The IGBC observed that management of motorized use has been primarily accomplished 
through restriction of certain types of motorized use on established access routes, i.e. 
management of open motorized route densities (Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 1998).  
 
There are 253.4 miles of open motorized routes across the action area, and the linear route 
density analysis on NFS lands is 1.75 miles/mile2.  Many of the roads and trails counted as 
ñopenò for the open route density calculations are closed during the fall hunting season (October 
15 to December 1) to provide additional big game security. During the fall hunting season, the 
existing open route density across the action area is about 0.8 miles/mile². (Appendix B, Map B-
3). Although the focus of these closures is to create secure areas for big game, large carnivores 
such as grizzly bears will benefit from access restrictions during the fall hunting season.   
 
Secure Habitat 
Although the Forest Plan manages wildlife security based on elk habitat effectiveness, grizzly 
bear secure habitat, defined as patches greater than 10km2 (2471 acres) greater than 500 
meters from any road or trail open to motorized public use at any time of the year (Proctor et al. 
2018, Schwartz el al. 2010, Gibeau et al. 2001, IGBC 1998) were also identified within the 
action area. Other studies have defined different patch sizes for secure habitat ranging from 
2000-2500 km2, but this analysis used 2471 acres because it is the most recent science and is 
on the more conservative side of the spectrum.  Based on this analysis, there are approximately 
51,770 acres of general secure area or 56% of the action area (Appendix B, Map B-4). During 
the fall rifle season, seasonal motorized road and trail closures increase the secure area within 
the action area to approximately 68,030 acres, or 63% of the action area (Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Linear Open Motorized Route Density and Secure Habitat in the Action Area 

Piquett Creek Project Grizzly Bear Action Area 
(lower West Fork Bitterroot River drainage) 

Summer (6/15-10/14) Fall (10/15-12/1) 

Linear Open Motorized Route Density 1.75 mi/mi² 0.8 mi/mi² 
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Secure Area  51,770 acres 68,030 acres 

Percent of Total Area 56% 63% 

 
Approximately 41,585 acres (45%) of the action area is closed to over the snow motorized 
recreation because it is either in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area or in an IRA.  These 
areas would provide additional secure areas during the grizzly bear denning period and during 
the early spring period when bears are starting to emerge from dens. 
 
Cover 
Grizzly bear habitat available in the action area was modeled using vMap analysis of recent 
satellite imagery (Appendix A, Map A-5). This habitat analysis is based on methodology in Mace 
et al. (1996).  Table 2 summarizes the distribution of bear habitat in the action area based on 
vegetation type and canopy cover.   
 
Table 2. vMap Cover Analysis of the Action Area 

 

Grass/Forb 
Vegetated 

Sparsely 
Vegetated 

Shrub 
Tree, <25% 

Canopy 
Closure 

Tree, >25% 
Canopy 
Closure 

Other 
(Water, 
Urban) 

Acres 6302 10425 608 12233 61355 1757 

Percent of Total 7% 11% 1% 13% 66% 2% 

 
Low elevation spring foraging habitat is somewhat limited in the action area. Grass/forb 
openings are located mostly in the upper reaches of Britts Creek and the main stem of Piquett 
Creek in the areas that burned in the 2007 Rombo Fire and may only provide limited spring 
forage opportunities for bears due to lingering snowpack. These fire-created openings are 
temporary and will cease to be classified as Grass/Forb vegetated once conifer regeneration 
advances. Areas classified as shrub types are very limited and are mostly riparian shrub 
communities along open stretches of Boulder Creek, which drains out of the Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness.  Areas classified as Tree <25% Canopy Cover are forested but have open conifer 
overstories. These areas typically have grass/forb or low shrub understories (depending on 
aspect and elevation) that may provide a reduced density of forage plants compared to 
openings. Areas classified as Tree >25% Canopy Cover are forested but have dense conifer 
overstories that may limit the amount of grass/forb or shrub understories. 
 
Areas classified as Grass/Forb, Sparsely Vegetated; or Tree <25% Canopy Cover generally do 
not provide hiding cover for grizzly bears. Areas classified as Shrub generally do provide hiding 
cover for grizzly bears because the density and height of the shrubs in these areas is adequate 
to conceal a grizzly bear at 200ô.  Areas classified as Tree >25% typically are more important for 
providing cover than forage, and generally do provide hiding cover for grizzly bears due to a 
high number of boles/acre, low branches, shrubs (at mid to upper elevations) and pockets of 
regenerating trees. 
 
Food Availability 
VMap analysis estimates there are approximately 2106 acres (2.2%) of the action area is 
dominated by whitebark pine. Most of these areas are located at higher elevations in the 
Boulder Creek drainage, with a limited number of acres in the headwater of Piquett and Rombo 
Creeks. No areas mapped as whitebark pine are located within the project area. Whitebark pine 
would not be considered a significant food source in the action area.  
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Determining the amount, spatial location, and utility of avalanche chutes is complex.  Recent 
research has attempted to use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to map avalanche 
chutes, risk, and run out areas, but the science is less than perfect (Sykes et al. 2018, 
McCollister and Birkeland 2006).  There are no known avalanche chutes within the project area 
to provide abundant spring forage plants and cover for bears; however, avalanche chutes exist 
within the action area but would be confined to higher elevations near the ridges that form the 
headwaters of Boulder, Trapper, North Trapper, and Piquett Creeks.  Most of the terrain in the 
action area that could contain avalanche chutes is within the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 
or IRA. 
 
Spring foraging areas for bears within the action area are most likely to occur along the 
extensive wet riparian meadows flanking Boulder Creek and the West Fork of the Bitterroot 
River. The project area is in the lower reaches of Piquett and East Piquett Creeks close to 
where Piquett Creek converges with the West Fork Bitterroot River that supports a xeric, 
ponderosa pine forest with scattered Douglas fir, and does not contain high-quality spring 
habitat. 
 
Vegetation surveys indicated that huckleberries are limited to small, scattered patches on cooler 
aspects within the project area. Huckleberries may become more common with elevation gain in 
the unroaded and wilderness portions of the action area, but they do not provide a substantial 
food resource within the project area.  
 
Elk winter range constitutes approximately 41,353 modeled acres or 45% of the grizzly bear 
action area. MTFWP elk trend count data show that most elk in the lower West Fork Bitterroot 
drainage winter in the eastern portions of the action area, and in the Piquette Creek drainage 
including the project area.  As a result, elk would be available as a potential food source for 
transitory bears in the action area mainly in the spring or fall. 
 
Grizzly Bear Use of the Action Area 
There have been no confirmed occurrences of grizzly bears in the action area for at least the 
past 50 years. An adult male grizzly bear was found dead on the east end of the Anaconda 
Range about 65 miles ENE of the project area in 2005. In 2012 grizzly tracks were verified in 
the head of Sleeping Child Creek, about 21 miles northeast of the project area. The two most 
recent confirmed grizzly bear sightings were (1) June 2016 more than 50 miles southeast of the 
action area boundary in the West Pioneer range, and (2) Augmentation grizzly #927 spent 
several months exploring the Bitterroot Divide (mostly on the Idaho side) as far south as 
Hamilton (approximately 48 miles north of the action area and 58 miles north of the project area) 
in late summer/early fall 2019 before returning to his starting point in the Cabinet Mountains to 
den. 
 
Grizzly Bear/Human Interactions  
The small scattered rural communities of West Fork and Conner are situated on the West Fork 
Bitterroot River adjacent to and downstream of the project area.  Together these scattered 
homes and subdivisions comprise between 30-70 occupied residences depending on the time 
of the year.  These areas and some nearby pastureland are essentially surrounded by BNF 
lands.  
 
In addition, several BNF facilities are located within the action area.  The West Fork Ranger 
Station and the Trapper Creek Job Corps Center are located along the West Fork Road.  There 
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have been no known grizzly bear/human conflicts in the action area nor have there been any 
grizzly/human conflicts anywhere on the BNF in the recent past.  
 
Grazing Allotments  
There are no cattle grazing allotments in the action area.  There are scattered stock animals on 
private land and pack animals on BNF lands in the action area, but few if any cattle are 
expected to be within the action area at any time. 
 

 Direct and Indirect Effects Analysis 

All activities in the proposed action would occur in suitable or potentially suitable grizzly bear 
habitat. Commercial timber harvest and prescribed burning all have the potential to directly and 
indirectly impact the species due to noise and disturbance from the implementation of the 
proposed activities, human presence and a change in the structure and age classes of 
vegetation in the treatment units.  
 
In the 2019 BO for the Effects of continued implementation of the Bitterroot National Forest Plan 
on Grizzly Bears (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2019), the Service stated, ñBased on our 
history of consultation on vegetation management projects, information in our files, and the 
analysis under the óGeneral Effects of Vegetation Managementô section above, we do not 
anticipate that vegetation management activities by themselves would result in effects to grizzly 
bears that would be so significant as to impact breeding, feeding or sheltering.ò Therefore, direct 
and indirect effects due to habitat changes resulting from vegetative management treatments 
are expected to be insignificant and/or discountable (Table 3). 
 
Furthermore, in the 2019 BO (ibid), the Service stated, ñwith the exception of related access 
management or helicopter use, we do not anticipate adverse effects as a result of fire 
management in the action area.ò  Therefore, direct and indirect effects due to habitat changes 
resulting from prescribed fire treatments are expected to be insignificant and/or discountable 
(Table 3). 
 
The number of grizzly bears using the action area is very low to none, and due to the proximity 
to other established populations, numbers of grizzly bears will increase relatively slowly over 
time. This is especially true for female grizzly bears. As described in Proctor et al. (2012), males 
move more frequently and over longer distances than females; Males have large home ranges 
and establish home ranges nearly three times further away from their motherôs home ranges 
than do female offspring. Females usually establish smaller home ranges than males that 
overlap with their motherôs home range (Waser and Jones 1983; Schwartz et al. 2003). In doing 
so, they generally disperse over much shorter distances than male grizzly bears (McLellan and 
Hovey 2001; Proctor et al. 2004). Therefore, female dispersal is a multi-generational process 
where females must live year-round in an area, successfully reproduce, and offspring disperse 
into adjacent, unoccupied habitat. Thus, female grizzly bear presence in the action area is likely 
to increase slowly over time.   
 
While assessing measure of effects due to the proposed project, two factors are important to 
consider.  First, the likelihood of grizzly bears being present or using the action area (likelihood 
of exposure), and second, the scope and scale of project effects (magnitude of stressors).  
While both considerations are important, due to the project size, location, duration, and 
extremely limited changes to access management, more weight is given to the magnitude of 
stressors in the effects rationale below (Table 3).  Furthermore, as noted in other publications 
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(Mace and Manley 1993, Mace et al. 1996, Mace and Roberts 2012, USDI 2019), grizzly bears 
expanding into new areas more often are composed of subadult or male grizzly bears due to 
population dynamics and biology.  Displacement effects from project activities will have more 
significant impacts on adult female grizzly bears than males or subadults because adult females 
have higher energetic needs to sustain fitness prior to and during gestation and lactation and 
when rearing. As such, adult females can less afford the additional energy expended to find 
high quality foods and shelter if displaced, especially during the early spring or late summer to 
fall hyperphagia season.  As noted above, due to the very low to non-presence of bears on the 
Bitterroot National Forest, and the dispersal patterns of grizzly bears, female grizzlies and 
female grizzlies with cubs are not expected to occur (or there is an extremely low likelihood of 
occurrence) in the action area within the foreseeable future.  If disturbance of presumably 
transient, male bears did occur it would be temporary and insignificant, because disturbed bears 
could disperse into the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, the Frank Church-River of No Return 
Wilderness Area, or one of several Inventoried Roadless Areas.     
 
Table 3. Direct and Indirect Effects Analysis 

Effects to: 
Measure of 

Effect 
Justification 

Denning Habitat None 

Project activities would all occur at elevations below which 
any denning activity would be likely to occur.  The potential 
for female grizzlies in the action area during implementation 
and beyond is extremely small.  No grizzly bears or grizzly 
bear dens have been reported within the action area. It is 
extremely unlikely that denning grizzly bears would be 
impacted by this project during the denning period.  

OMRD 
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

No permanent road construction.  All temporary roads will be 
decommissioned within 3 years of project completion.  No 
public access to temporary roads.   

Secure Habitat 
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

A total of 4-6% of secure habitat in the action area may be 
altered by vegetation management or prescribed fire.  Based 
on previous consultations (USDI 2019), these activities are 
not anticipated to have significant effects to any grizzly bears 
that may be present in the action area.  

Cover 
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

Treatment of project area may occur in xeric ponderosa 
pine/Douglas fir forest that provides current cover and 
constitutes 3% of the action area. This reduction in hiding 
cover would be long-term because recovery may take 20-30 
years post-treatment, however, approximately 55% of the 
action area would still be classified as hiding cover.  Project 
activities will likely increase foliage diversity in the understory 
providing for additional cover and forage in the future, 
however, these activities are not anticipated to have 
significant effects to any grizzly bears that may be present in 
the action areas due to the magnitude of the proposed 
project. 

Food Availability 
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

No whitebark pine or avalanche chutes in project area.  Elk 
use and winter range would slightly benefit from project 
activities. 

Grizzly Bear Use  
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

Future grizzly bear use of the action area is expected to be 
infrequent and unpredictable, since any bears using the area 
in at least the near future are expected to be transient 
animals.  
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Effects to: 
Measure of 

Effect 
Justification 

Grizzly Bear/Human Interactions  
Insignificant 

and/or 
Discountable 

The increased presence of humans in the project area during 
implementation of the project would increase the risk of 
disturbance, displacement or morality to transient grizzly 
bears. Project design features include provisions for food 
and garbage storage while project activities are 
implemented.  This risk is discountable because there have 
been no records of grizzly bears in the action area for at 
least 50 years, and it is unlikely that a transitory grizzly bear 
would pass through the area during project implementation.  

Grazing Allotments None There are no grazing allotments in the action area. 

 

 Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects are the effects of past, present and future state, tribal, local or private actions 
that have occurred, are occurring, or are reasonably certain to occur in the action area. The 
existing condition reflects the sum of past actions. 
 
The action area contains 86,553 acres (93%) of BNF lands, 6,087 acres (6.5%) of private lands, 
and 40 acres (0.5%) of state lands. Home and yard maintenance activities and construction on 
private lands in the action area will likely continue.  
 
The effects to grizzly bear and grizzly bear habitat from these types of actions on private lands 
include potential disturbance or displacement due to human presence, motorized use and other 
mechanized equipment, presence of livestock or garbage (unnatural food sources), and minor 
changes in forested condition classes (depending on type of timber harvest). High levels of 
human activity usually have a negative effect on the grizzly bear population because the 
greatest cause of grizzly bear mortality in the NCDE is from conflicts with humans. All these 
activities had or have the potential to impact grizzly bears and/or grizzly bear habitat in the 
action area. The presence of these activities may lead grizzly bears to avoid otherwise suitable 
habitat. This is unlikely however, as no grizzly bears have been sighted in the action area to 
date and the action area is approximately 110 miles away from the NCDE recovery zone and 
187 miles away from the GYE recovery zone. 

 Determination of Effects and Rationale 

The determination of the implementation of the proposed Federal action may affect, is not 
likely to adversely affect grizzly bears. This determination is based on the following rationale:  
  

1. Linear open route densities averaged across the action area are low (1.75 mile/mile² 
during the summer; 0.8 mile/mile² during the fall hunting season). There is no permanent 
road construction proposed for the project; therefore, the effects of such impacts would 
be insignificant; 
 

2. There have been no grizzly bear sightings in the action area in over 50 years and the 
project is greater than 110 miles from the nearest point of the NCDE recovery zone and 
greater than 187 miles from the nearest point of the GYE recovery zone. If disturbance 
of presumably transient, male bears did occur it would be temporary and insignificant, 
because disturbed bears could disperse into the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, the 
Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Area, or one of several Inventoried 
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Roadless Areas. Therefore, potential effects of disturbance and displacement of 
individual transient bears would be unlikely (discountable); 

 
3. Anticipated direct, indirect and cumulative effects would be negligible for reasons stated 

in Table 3; 
 

4. A food storage requirement is a design features (Appendix A) and will be included as 
contract requirements for contactors implementing the project. These design features 
would reduce the risk of possible human/bear interactions and bear mortalities. 
Therefore, the effects of such conflicts would be discountable; 

 
5. The project is assumed to alter grizzly bear hiding cover within a maximum of about 

3000 acres of proposed treatment units, or 3% of the action area. This reduction in 
hiding cover would be long-term because recovery may take 20-30 years post-treatment.  
Over 55% of the action area would still be classified as hiding cover, and there have 
been no grizzly bear sightings in the action area in over 50 years the effects of this small 
reduction in hiding cover would be insignificant; 

 
6. The project would have negligible effects to typical grizzly bear food sources such as big 

game animals or big game carrion on winter ranges or whitebark pinecones, and no 
effect to riparian areas or avalanche chutes. Grasses, forbs and shrubs would likely 
respond positively to the reduction in overstory conifer canopy within several years and 
could increase the production of grizzly bear forage plants within the unit. Overall, effects 
to grizzly bear forage would be insignificant; 

 
7. The project would have no effect to grizzly bear denning habitat or denning grizzly bears 

because there is no denning habitat within the project area.   



 

14 
 

 Literature Cited 

Blanchard BM, Knight RR. 1991. Movements of Yellowstone grizzly bears. Biological 
Conservation 58:41-67. 
 
Dood AR, Atkinson SJ, Boccadori VJ. 2006. Grizzly bear management plan for western 
Montana, final programmatic environmental impact statement 2006-2016. Montana Fish Wildlife 
and Parks, Helena, MT. 163 pp. 
 
GibeauML., Herrero S, McLellan BN, Woods JG. 2001. Managing for grizzly bear security areas 
in Banff National Park and the central Canadian Rocky Mountains. Ursus 12:121-130 
 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC). 1998. Revised interagency grizzly bear taskforce 
report: grizzly bear/motorized access management. Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. USDA 
Forest Service, Missoula, Montana 6pp. 
 
LeFranc MN Jr, Moss MB, Patnode KA, Sugg WC III, editors. 1987. Grizzly bear 
compendium. The National Wildlife Federation, Washington, DC, USA. 
 
Mace RD, Manley TL. 1993. South Fork Flathead River grizzly bear project: progress rep. for 
1992. Montana Dep. of Fish, Wildl. and Parks, Helena. 32pp. 
 
Mace RD, Roberts LL. 2012. Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Monitoring 
Team Annual Report, 2012. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 490 N. Meridian Road, Kalispell, 
MT 59901. Unpublished data. 
 
Mace RD, Waller JS, Manley TL, Lyon LJ, Zuuring H. 1996. Relationships among grizzly bears, 
roads and habitat in the Swan Mountains, Montana. Journal of Applied Ecology 33: 1395-1404. 
 
McCollister C, Birkeland KW. 2006. Using geographic information systems for avalanche work. 
The Avalanche Review, Vol. 24, No. 4 
 
McLellan BN, Hovey FW. 2001. Natal dispersal of grizzly bears. Can. J. Zool. 79: 838-844. 
 
Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP). 2013. Grizzly Bear Management Plan for 
Southwestern Montana 2013 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared 
by: Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks. December 2013. 
 
Proctor MF, McLellan BN, Stenhouse GB, Mowat G, Lamb CT, Boyce M. 2018. Resource 
Roads and Grizzly Bears in British Columbia, and Alberta. Canadian Grizzly Bear Management 
Series, Resource Road Management. Trans-border Grizzly Bear Project. Kaslo, BC. Canada 
http://transbordergrizzlybearproject.ca/research/publications.html. 
 
Proctor MF, McLellan BN, Stenhouse GB, Kendall KC, Mace RD, Kasworm WF, Servheen C, 
Lauser CL, Gibeau ML, Wakkinen WL, Haroldson MA, Mowat G, Apps C, Ciarniello LM, Barclay 
RM, Boyce MS, Schwartz CC, Strobeck C. 2012. Population fragmentation and inter-ecosystem 
movements of grizzly bears in western Canada and the northern United States. J. Wildl. 
Manage. Wildl. Monographs (180: 1-46). 
 
Proctor MF, McLellan BN, Strobeck C, Barclay RMR. 2004. Gender-specific dispersal distances 

http://transbordergrizzlybearproject.ca/research/publications.html


 

15 
 

of grizzly bears estimated by genetic analysis. Canadian Journal of Zoology 1108-1118. 
 
Schwartz CC, Haroldson M, White G. 2010. Hazards Affecting Grizzly Bear Survival in the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. The Journal of Wildlife Management, 74(4), 654-667.  
 
Schwartz CC, Keating KA, Reynolds HV, Barnes VG, Sellers RA, Swenson JE, Miller SD, 
McLellan BN, Keay J, McCann R, Gibeau M, Wakkinen WF, Mace RD, Kasworm W, Smith R, 
Herrero S. 2003. Reproductive maturation and senescence in the female brown bear. Ursus. 
14(2): 109 - 119. 
 
Sykes J, Hendrikx J, Johnson J, Birkeland KW. 2018. Travel Behavior of Lift Access 
Backcountry Skiers adjacent to Bridger Bowl Ski Area, Montana USA.  Conference Proceedings 
of the 2018 International Snow Science Workshop, At Innsbruck. Austria 
 
USDA Forest Service. 1987. Forest Plan, Bitterroot National Forest. USDA Forest Service, 
Northern Region. Hamilton MT. September 1987. 
 
USDA Forest Service. 2019. Biological Assessment for the Bitterroot National Forest Plan.  
Bitterroot National Forest, Hamilton, MT.  35 pages. 
 
USDA Forest Service. 2019. Biological Assessment for the McCart Lookout Defensible Space 
Project.  Bitterroot National Forest, Hamilton, MT.  43 pages. 
 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 2011. Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 5-year 
review: summary and evaluation. United States Fish and Wildlife Service Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Office. Missoula, MT. 
 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013. Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 
Supplement to the Biological Opinion (2010) on the Effects of the 2009 Revision of the 
BeaverheadȤDeerlodge National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan on Grizzly Bears 
- BeaverheadȤDeerlodge National Forest. 5/28/2013. United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Ecological Services, Montana Field Office, Helena, MT. 
 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 2019. Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Species List for 
the Bitterroot National Forest. 9/18/2019. United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological 
Services, Montana Field Office, Helena, MT. 
 
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 2019. Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 
Biological Opinion on the Effects of continued implementation of the Bitterroot National Forest 
Plan on Grizzly Bears. United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, Montana 
Field Office, Helena, MT. 
 
Waser PM, Jones WT. 1983. Natal philopatry among solitary mammals. The Quarterly Rev. of 
Biol. 58: (355-390). 
 
Weaver J, Escano R, Mattson D, Puchlerz T, Despain D. 1986. A cumulative effects 
model for grizzly bear management in the Yellowstone ecosystem. Pages 234-246 in G. 
Contreras and K. Evans, compilers. Proceedings: grizzly bear habitat symposium. U.S. 
Forest Service General Technical Report INT-207. 
 



 

 

Appendix A - Design Features related to grizzly bears 

 
WILDLIFE  

Protect signed wildlife 
trees 

Protect trees identified with ñWildlife Treeò signs from cutting or other 
damage. Exceptions include compliance with the silvicultural prescription and 
trees that pose a safety hazard. Wildlife trees that must be felled for safety 
reasons will not be yarded. 

Retain old growth 
habitat characteristics 
in units that contain 
old growth habitat 

The Silviculturist and Wildlife Biologist will monitor stand markings and timber 
harvest to ensure the stands meet Green et al. (1995, addendum 2005) old 
growth criteria. 

Minimize the chance 
of bear habituation 

Food and garbage associated with project activities must be stored in a 
vehicle or other bear-proof container. 

Maintain current status 
of Elk Habitat 
Effectiveness in 
project area 

No new construction of permanent roads.  Construction of temporary roads is 

permitted but must be decommissioned no later than 3 years after the date 

the project is completed.  
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